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that the com m ittee am endment is substantially the same as the
f i r s t p ar t o f t h e b i l l . The b i l l had t o do wi t h d r i v i n g u nde r
the influence of drugs, as well as alcohol. But the drugs part
of it has been taken out of the comm ittee a m endments. The
committee amendment beco mes t he bil l , but the comm ittee
amendment is substantially the same as the first part. of Senator
Abboud's bill. So it has been the wish of the Trans portation
Committee to take out the perhaps more controversial part of the
bill which had to do with testing for drugs with drivers who are
seemingly under the influence of drugs. So it is strictly an
alcohol bill at this point. A r ecent Supreme Court decision has
made it imperative that this sort of bill be passed. S o I would
move the committee amendment, Mr. Chairman.

PRESIDENT: Tha nk you. Sena tor Abboud is nex t, b ut may I
introduce a couple of guests that we have this morning. Under
the south balcony we have Mr . Erion F r iehe w ho is the past
president o f the N ational Wheat Growers from McCook, Nebraska.
Will you please stand. Thank you, Erson. Also we have Mrs.
Evelyn Ramirez who is the mother of Lisa, our Page, from Gering,
Nebraska. She i s a guest of Senator Weihing. She is under the
s c t h b al c o n y al s o . Would you p le ase welcome h er to the
se,sion. Th ank you , E ve lyn , for com i n g th is m orn i ng, we
appreciate it. G lad to see you. Se nator Abboud, please.

SENATOR ABBOUD: Mr . President, I rise to support the com mittee
amendment . The b a l l o r i g >na l l y de al t wi t h t wo p ar t i c u l a r pa r t s ,
t he f x r s t p ar t i s wh at t hi s b i l l de al s wi t h at t h i s pa r t i c u l a r
time, strictly setting up the th re e st a ndards, t hree pe r se
standards for levels of alcohol. The s econd part dealt with
drug testing for indiv duals requiring that individuals give a n
implied c o n sent, wh en they receive their drivers license, for
drug testing. If th ey are pulled over and the y are c le ar ly
intoxicated th er e w ou l d hav e b een a requ i r ement for th a t
indi iidual to take a urine test for drugs. B ut because o f the
recent Supreme Court c ase w h i c h cam e down approximately two
weeks ago, State v. Hurling, the committee felt that it was wzse
g ust to proceed and expedite this bill and d e a l st rictly w ith
the ar ea de a l i n g wi t h i mp l i ed c on s en t t h a t an i nd i v i du a l wi l l
have t o t ak e . . .will have to take a test fo r a lco ho l an d th a t
test ca n m ake use o f the existing standard of a breatholyzer.
Currently with this particular bill, or w ith the law as it i s,
after the Bu r l ing case , th e y c an s till.. .there is still the
implied consent that an individual has to be t e sted fo r a lc oh o l
if they are c lear ly in tc.xicated o r ph ys i cally app ear
' n t o x i c a t ed . But this bill allows for those o fficers to te st
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